
field studies may be desirable. While we do not believe that detailed 

field studies presentlT/ need to be commenced on the agricultural 

drains of the disehargerat this time, such studies will be undertaken 

in the future if needed. However, in assessing those areas where 

limited research monies should be allocated, we believe that initial 

studies should center on those.agricultural drains which support a 

substantial freshwater and 

the agricultural drains on 

intermittent flow and most 

wildlife habitat. As earlier indicated, 

the discharger's property only contain 

of the drains are dry at sometime each 

day I) It is not conceivable that these drains could support fish 

life and these drains would at best provide a very limited wildlife 

habitat. Unless the nature of these agricultural drains changes 

substantially, research monies should not be expended on such studies 

of them at the present time. 4 

-_- II 
, G-a .r+Ta shoxld point Y’i td out that the Regional Board does not specifically 

adopt the monitoring program in waste discharge requirements. 
Rather, the Regional Board Executive Officer has been delegated 
the authority to prescribe and modify the monitoring program as 
water quality conditions may require; The monitoring program 
prescribed by the Regional Board Executive Officer in this case 
more than adequately implemented the recommendation of the 
Agricultural Water Quality Advisory Committee made in September 
of 1974. In the subject order, the Regional Board Executive 
Officer, in addition to the recommended parameters, prescribed 
effluent monitoring for temperature, total kjeldahl nitrogen, 
nitrate, ammonia, total phosphate, orthophosphate, total coliform, 
fecal coliform, and pH, influent monitoring for total kjeldahl 
nitrogen, nitrate, ammonia, total phosphate, orthophosphate, and, 
if the influent originated from local well water, the influent was 
also required to b‘e analyzed for total hardness, potassium, 
carbonate, bicarbonate, sulfate, chloride, and boron. Aside from 
the parameters to be monitored, the petitioner requests additional 
monitoring stations in San Diego Creek whenever at least '7.5 percent 
of the surface flow is due to irrigation return flow from the 
discharger's operations. The monitoring stations prescribed by 
the Regional Board Executive Officer are located in several major 
agricultural return flow drains and we believe that the monitoring 
results from these stations will provide an adequate record of the 
constituents in the discharger‘s return flow waters. The additional 
monitoring stations proposed by petitioner are located in a portion 
of San Diego Creek, which is owned by the Orange County Flood 
Control District and which contains large amounts of urban runoff 
and perched groundwater flows. Monitoring at these points would 
not provide an adequate description of the discharger's agricultural 
return flows. -7- ; 



III. _CONCLUSIQN AND ORDER 

After review of the entire record, and for the reasons 

heretofore expressed, 
@ 

we conclude that the action of the Regional 

..Board in adopting Order No. 75-53 was appropriate and proper. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the petition for review of 

Order No, 75-53 is denied. 

"Z:jt edz September 16, 1976 

/s/ John E. Bryson, Chairman 
John E. Bryson, Chairman 

/s/ W. Don Maughan, Vice Chairman 
W. Don Maughan, Vice Chairman 

/s/ W. W. Adams, Member 
W. W, Adams, Membe'r 

/s/ Roy E. Doson, Member 
key E. Ilodson, Member 

/s/ Jean Auer, Member 
Jean Auer, Member 

C. 

-8- 


